
P210-1

P210-2

2006/P210

P210-1
Attached to 2006 Comment Letter P210 was a page from the
newspaper with a published letter to Governor Schwarzenegger.
The attachment was entered as 2006 Comment Letter Attachment
P210-A01.

P210-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



P210-A01-1

2006/P210-A01

P210-A01-1
This copy of a page from the newspaper was submitted as an
attachment to 2006 Comment Letter P210.



2006/P385

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P247

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



 
     April 5, 2006 
 
Dwight Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825  
BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov. 
 
RE: NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY/PUBLIC HEARINGS    ON A REVISED DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT; State Clearinghouse number: 
2004021107 
 
 

Thank you for your quick action to get me a copy of the environmental 
documents for the above referenced project.  After my call to you on March 30 
when I informed you that I had not yet received my requested copies, and your 
subsequent actions, I received my copy on April 3rd.  

Since our conversation I have learned of several other people (including 
Mike Stubblefield and Jean Roundtree) who have either not received their 
requested copies or have only received them in the last few days.  Other people 
received copies several days after the start of the public comment period, 
depriving them of the full 45 days for comments.  Additionally, SLC has just 
circulated a notice that the CD version of the environmental documents are 
incomplete.  

It appears that some flaw may be present in the public notification for this 
project that creates a negative affect on due process.  Collectively these 
problems may violate state and federal requirements for public notification. 

We recommend that SLC act to insure that all commenter have access to 
all relevant documents and to only then restart the 45-day comment period.   
 It may be impossible for any person to read the entire RDEIR due to its 
great length.  Loss of any time to make comments then makes it impossible to 
make a meaningful and timely comment. 
 Thank you for your consideration. 

 
 
 
 
 

G001-1

G001-2

G001-3

G001-4

G001-5

2006/G001

G001-1
The commenter is listed in Appendix A, Distribution List for the
March 2006 Revised Draft EIR, for which the public review began
March 13, 2006. According to Fed Ex records, a copy of the
document was delivered to the listed address on March 15, 2006.

G001-2
The distribution record indicates that Mr. Stubblefield was sent a
CD version of the document via first class mail on March 12, 2006.
Distribution records do not reflect a request for the document from
Ms. Roundtree.

G001-3
The figures for Appendix J3, a geologic and geotechnical analysis
of a portion of the onshore pipeline route, were inadvertently left off
the CD that accompanied the document. The figures were
immediately posted on the Commissions and consultants web sites
and provided on request of which none was received. The analysis
within the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR are based on all
information in Appendix J3.

G001-4
Section 1.5 contains information on the public review and comment
opportunities provided by the lead agencies in full conformance
with the provisions of the law. Both the CSLC and MARAD/USCG
have met or exceeded the public notice requirements for this
Project (see Sections 1.5.1 and 1.5.3).

G001-5
A Revised Draft EIR was recirculated under the CEQA in March
2006 for an additional public review period of 60 days. Sections 1.4
and 1.5.3.2 contain additional information on this topic. The
distribution list for the document is provided in Appendix A.



From: Marilyn Sands [m.sands@charter.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 2:09 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Port on Coast 
 
 
Please add 2 more opposing parties to your list as we know there are other resources which 
   can be used and not "invade" paths of whales, dolphins, and be a danger to coral, small 
     fish and ocean vegetation... AND PEOPLE...  not only in the Malibu area, but the entire 
coast 
       will be affected....Lights from your "factory" will  not make these waters more 
hospitable for marine life.  
    We will not tolerate any pollution and DANGER especially when other sources are 
available to use which are environmentally 
     sound, sustainable options. We have earthquakes in these waters regularly! ....There will 
be no port here.  
         Morris and Marilyn Sands 
       
       

P054-1
P054-2

P054-3

2006/P054

P054-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P054-2
Section 4.8 discusses impacts to the marine environment, and
lighting impacts on marine biology during Project construction and
operation are discussed in Section 4.8.4 under Impact BioMar-3.

P054-3
Table 4.2-2 identifies representative hazards and threats
considered in the public safety analysis. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2
address conservation and renewable energy sources, within the
context of the California Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated
Energy Report and other State and Federal energy reports, as
alternatives to the Project. Section 4.11 contains information on
seismic and geologic hazards.



2006/P466

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: Dave Scharf [dscharf@adelphia.net] 
Sent: Friday, April 28, 2006 2:54 AM 
To: BHPREVISEDDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Cc: kkusano@comdt.uscg.mil; governor@governor.ca.gov; ogginsc@slc.ca.gov; 
tt@CalEPA.ca.gov; mike.chrisman@resources.gov 
Subject: Oppose LNG in Oxnard 
 
 
Dear Sirs: Please vote against any proposed offshore LNG terminus for the Oxnard area. The 
technology and safety records are insufficient for the planned project. Residential communities are 
too close in the event of untoward complications: weather, terrorism or an accident. Please do not 
place my children at risk--alternate sites far from established population centers are preferred (and 
advisable). Sincerely, David & Gisella Scharf (and 3 young sons)//D. Scharf, Deputy, LACO Sheriffs 
Dept (RES) 

P027-1
P027-2
P027-3

2006/P027

P027-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P027-2
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

P027-3
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.



From: Suzanne Schechter [suzannes5@adelphia.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2006 3:59 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: cabrillo report state clearinghouse # 2004021107 
 
TO: DWIGHT E SANDERS 
CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
 
SIR: 
 
I HAVE CAREFULLY READ THE EIR IMPACT REPORT REGARDING  THE PROPOSED 
INSTALLATION OF THE CABRILLO  LNG PORT IN THE WATERS ADJACENT TO 
OXNARD, VENTURA, AND PORT HUENEME. I NOTE THERE IS NO PROPOSED 
MITIGATION FOR THE IMPACT ON THE RESIDENTS  OF THESE VENTURA COUNTY 
CITIES ON THE REAL ESTATE VALUES OF OUR HOMES AND TOURISM RELATED 
INDUSTRIES. OVER AND ABOVE THESE CONCERNS ARE UNKNOWN BUT VERY REAL 
AND EXTREMELY DANGEROUS POSSIBILITIES OF THE DANGERS OF BECOMING AN 
EASY TARGET FOR TERRORISM, WITH THE RESULTING TREMENDOUS LOSS OF LIFE, 
AND DESTRUCTION OF PROPERTY. WHY SHOULD WE GO OUT OF OUR WAY TO 
BECOME ANOTHER KATRINA????? COAST GUARD PATROLS WILL NOT CHANGE THAT 
REALITY.  
SURELY THERE ARE OTHER SITES ALONG THE COAST OF CALIFORNIA LESS 
DENSELY POPULATED, AND WITHOUT A MAJOR NAVAL BASE IN CLOSE PROXIMITY. 
 
SUZANNE SCHECHTER 
4824 AMALFI WAY 
OXNARD CA 93035 
 
EMAIL: suzannes5@adelphia.net 
 

P022-1

P022-2

P022-3

2006/P022

P022-1
Section 4.16 contains information on property values and tourism.
According to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), economic or social
effects are to be considered when there is a linkage to a physical
effect. Under NEPA, analysis should be restricted to those social or
economic factors that are interrelated to the natural or physical
environment and may be affected by the range of alternatives
considered. In addition, section 15131 of the State CEQA
Guidelines states that "economic or social information may be
presented in an EIR in whatever form the agency desires." Section
4.16 of the EIS/EIR is written in accordance with both NEPA and
the CEQA requirements and guidance.

The Council on Environmental Quality's NEPA Regulations require
Federal agencies to "identify environmental effects and values in
adequate detail" (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] section
1501.2) in their analyses and define the term "effects" to include
social and economic effects, among others (40 CFR 1508.8). The
NEPA regulations define the human environment as the natural and
physical environment and the relationship of people with that
environment.

Section 15131(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that
"Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as
significant effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of
cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through
anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social
changes. The intermediate economic or social changes need not
be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain
of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the
physical changes."

P022-2
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks. Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent
Risk Assessment (Appendix C1) contain information on public
safety impacts from various incidents at the FSRU. The analysis
indicates that the maximum impact distance of an accident or
intentional incident would involve a vapor cloud dispersion
extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU. The FSRU
would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident or intentional
incident involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the
FSRU would extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles)
from the shoreline.



P022-3
Section 3.3.7 contains information on the specific California
locations considered in the alternatives analysis. The deepwater
port would be 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles) offshore, as shown
on Figure ES-1.

Section 4.3.4 discusses impacts associated with the increased
vessel traffic due to the proposed Project. The FSRU would be
located 3.5 NM (3.54 miles) from the eastern boundary of the Point
Mugu Sea Range (Pacific Missile Range). Impacts MT-5 and MT-6
in Section 4.3.4 discuss the potential impacts of the presence of the
FSRU on Naval operations and the operation of the Point Mugu
Sea Range.

2006/P022



2006/P429

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



 
 
May 12, 2006 
 
 
 
Dwight E. Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
Div. of Environmental Planning & Management 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
 
Ref:  2004021107 
 
Mr. Sanders: 
 
In our community we have all the conveniences of the world, yet I personally know that 
we take natural gas for granted, not only when we cook or turn on the hot water, but also 
how the supply gets to the source we use.  As a consumer of natural gas for my family 
and my business, its price and availability are important components of my home, my 
budget and the success of my business. 
 
As a native of Ventura County, I know the alternatives to Cabrillo Port, as well as the 
alternatives I and others would have to resort to if we don’t have an adequate supply for 
the future.  So that’s why I support Cabrillo Port and urge you to consider the benefits of 
their proposal. 
 
We’ve relied on the need for fossil fuels.  Yet as a society it’s not time to realistically rely 
exclusively on renewable resources for energy.  Until such time, we need affordable 
natural gas to warm our homes and provide the power for our electric generation in 
California.  Cabrillo Port is one way to make that happen. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Sylvia Munoz Schnopp 
Schnopp Consulting Group 
Pt. Hueneme, CA 
 

V059-1

2006/V059

V059-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Ellen Shane [yellinellen@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 26, 2006 12:44 AM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Cabrillo Port LNG Proposal 

This is to state that as a resident of Malibu, I am opposed to this proposal. I believe it 
can present many hazards to our environment & wildlife.  
Our community embraces it's natural setting & this proposal is counter to the very 
reason we choose to live here. 

Please do not consider this proposal - look for another viable solution if you require a place 
to refuel LNG. 

P032-1
P032-2

P032-3

2006/P032

P032-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P032-2
Sections 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, 4.11, and 4.18 discuss the potential
effects of the Project to the environment and wildlife.

P032-3
Sections 3.3.5, 3.3.6, 3.3.2, and 3.4.2 discusses alternative
locations considered.



P308-1

P308-2

P308-3

2006/P308

P308-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P308-2
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts to
air and water quality. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the Project's
potential effects to the marine and terrestrial environments. Section
4.4 and Appendix F contain information on the visual resources,
impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how visibility from
various distances was evaluated and provides additional
simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites along the
Malibu coastline and inland areas. Section 4.2 and Appendix C
contain information on public safety.

P308-3
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.



2006/P308-A01



2006/P308-A01



2006/P308-A01



From: Renny Shapiro [rennyjs@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Friday, February 19, 1904 1:35 AM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: BHP Billiton's Cabrillo Port Project 
 
For environmental and public safety reasons, we strongly oppose this LNG project 
and strongly urge that Billiton's plan be denied approval by the California State 
Land's Commission, by the California Coastal Commission, and by Governor Arnold 
Schwarzenegger 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Rena and Bernard Shapiro 
23822 Malibu Road 
Malibu, CA   90265  
  
 

P024-1
P024-2

2006/P024

P024-1
Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain additional and revised
information on this topic. Sections 4.5.4, 4.6.4, 4.7.4, 4.8.4, 4.11.4,
and 4.18.4 discuss the potential effects of the Project to the
environment and the mitigation measures to prevent or minimize
the potential effects.

P024-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/P292

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: Mark and Nancy Shuman [Shuman4@adelphia.net] 
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 12:54 AM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: bhp lng terminal 
 
 
Dear Mr. Sanders, my husband mark & I have been living in Oxnard for 26 years & have raised two 
boys who now are men & also live in the area.  It is very important to all of us to please stop Bhp & 
their planned LNG terminal in our backyard & city.  The last thing this city needs is a #1 polluter for 
no benefit to our community, along with the many hazards to the environment & marine ecology.  
We beg you to take a stand against this foreign, unnecessary project in our community.  Sincerely, 
Mark, Nancy, Michael & Jeffrey Shuman 

P046-1

P046-2

2006/P046

P046-1
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the potential impacts to air and
water quality. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the potential
impacts to the marine and terrestrial environments.

P046-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/P330



P330-1

P330-2

2006/P330

P330-1
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address
conservation and renewable energy sources, within the context of
the California Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report
and other State and Federal energy reports, as alternatives to the
Project.

P330-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/P331



P331-1
P331-2

P331-3

P331-4

2006/P331

P331-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P331-2
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts on
air and water quality. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the Project's
potential effects on the marine and terrestrial environments.

P331-3
Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety.

P331-4
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain information on natural gas needs
in the U.S. and California. Chapter 3 discusses the alternatives
considered.



2006/P380

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



P358-1

P358-2

P358-3

P358-4

P358-5

2006/P358

P358-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P358-2
Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.

P358-3
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.

P358-4
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

P358-5
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts on
air and water quality. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the Project's
potential impacts on the marine and terrestrial environments.

Section 4.3 addresses maritime traffic impacts. LNG carriers
approaching and departing the Cabrillo Port FSRU would travel on
the routes depicted in Figure 4.3-2 (also see Section 4.3.1.3). LNG
carriers would neither cross nor enter the Santa Barbara Channel
traffic separation scheme (TSS) under normal operating conditions.
The FSRU would be located about 2 nautical miles from the
southbound coastwise traffic lane. Given this distance, its
presence, under normal operating conditions, would not interfere
with operations in the TSS.

All LNG carriers would be equipped with an automatic identification



system (AIS) so that they would be able to detect other LNG
carriers and other vessels. Also, all LNG carriers would be
responsible for adhering to the "rules of the road" for ship traffic.
Section 4.3.1.4 describes safety measures to be used.

Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety.
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks.

2006/P358



P358-6

P358-7

P358-8

2006/P358

P358-6
Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.

P358-7
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

P358-8
Thank you for the information.



From: Stephen Silbert [Ssilbert@chrismill.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 15, 2006 2:10 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: i am very much opposed to the Cabrillo Port project for anumber of reasons, including 
safety, pollu 
 
 
i am very much opposed to the Cabrillo Port project for a number of reasons, including safety, 
pollution and preservation of the environment 
  
Stephen D. Silbert 
Christensen, Miller, Fink, Jacobs, Glaser, Weil & Shapiro, LLP 
10250 Constellation Blvd., 19th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 
T:  (310) 282-6266 
F:  (310) 556-2920 
e-mail: Ssilbert@chrismill.com 
This message and any attached documents may contain information from the law firm of 
Christensen, Miller, Fink, Jacobs, Glaser, Weil & Shapiro, LLP that is confidential and/or privileged.  
If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, copy, distribute or use this information.  
If you have received this transmission in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-
mail and then delete this message. 

P097-1

2006/P097

P097-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety.
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts on
air and water quality. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the Project's
potential effects on the marine and terrestrial environments.



P474-1

P474-2

2006/P474

P474-1
Mr. Ozzie Silna submitted this written statement, which he
attributed to Phil Angelides, to the California State Lands
Commission after reading it into the record during oral testimony at
the Public Hearing on April 18, 2006, in Malibu, California.

P474-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



P312-1

P312-2

P312-3

P312-4

2006/P312

P312-1
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

P312-2
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 contain
information on regulated air pollutant emissions and an updated
analysis of vessel emissions.

P312-3
Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases.

P312-4
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The previously proposed FSRU generator engine cooling
system used seawater as the source of cooling water for the four
generator engines. The Applicant now proposes using a closed
tempered loop cooling system that circulates water from two of the
eight submerged combustion vaporizers (SCVs) through the engine
room and back to the SCVs, which reduces the seawater intake
volume by about 60 percent. The seawater cooling system would
remain in place to serve as a backup system during maintenance of
the SCVs or when the inert gas generator is operating. Section
2.2.2.4 contains a description of the proposed uptakes and water
uses for the FSRU.

Section 4.7.4 contains information on uptake volumes and potential
impacts of seawater uptake and discharge on marine biota,
including ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater and, from thermal
discharges of cooling water. The ichthyoplankton impact analysis
(Appendix H1) includes both literature results and data from
California Cooperative Oceanic Fisheries Investigations (CalCOFI)
surveys. CalCOFI surveys have been consistently collected over a
period of time and are the best scientific data currently available.



2006/P421

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: Paula Siskron [prsiskron@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 12:18 AM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: "no" to BHP 
 
To whom it may concern: 
 
As an intelligent and caring Californian, I am making the following request: 
 
"no" to BHP Billiton's polluting and unnecessary LNG terminal. 
 
Thank you, 
Paula Siskron 
Sierra Club Activist/Member 
 
Paula Siskron 
prsiskron@yahoo.com 

V049-1

2006/V049

V049-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Connie Slade [cert400061@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 03, 2006 5:43 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LNG 
 
 
Just wanted you to know that I strongly object to Billiton's proposed LNG floating storage and 
regasification unit,  which would be located 17 miles from my home in Malibu, California.  
  
Connie Slade 
  
  
Connie Slade 
cert400061@earthlink.net 
EarthLink Revolves Around You. 
  

V039-1

2006/V039

V039-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Angelaslaff@aol.com 
Sent: Sunday, April 09, 2006 2:19 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@ slc.ca.gov 
Subject: State Clearing house # 2004021107 LNG Deepwater Port 
 
 
Dear Mr Sanders 
  
It is with alarm that I send this e-mail.  Please consider all of the problems and dangers that allowing the 
Cabrillo Liquified Natural Gas Deepwater Port just off Oxnard coastline would bring.    And take into account 
that if this was proposed for your neighborhood where your children attended school, etc,  how would you vote? 
  
Please consider the well being of the thousands of people who live in this area. 
  
David and Angela Slaff 

V001-1

2006/V001

V001-1
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

Section 4.13.1 contains information on sensitive land uses in
proximity to proposed and alternative pipeline routes, such as
schools. There are no schools in the immediate vicinity of either of
the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.2.8 describes regulations
regarding pipelines, including the requirement to establish public
education programs to prevent and respond to pipeline
emergencies. Section 4.2.8.4 contains information on the estimated
risk of Project pipeline incidents. Section 4.16.1.2 describes
emergency planning and response capabilities in the Project area.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Class 3 location. Also, MM
PS-4c includes the installation of additional mainline valves
equipped with either remote valve controls or automatic line break
controls. SoCalGas operates high-pressure natural gas pipelines
throughout Southern California.



2006/P232

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: Ronald Smith [ron_h_smith@msn.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2006 3:41 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Public comment on State Clearinghouse No. 2004021107 
 
11 May 2006 
 
From:  Ronald H Smith, 3430 Schooner Walk, Oxnard, CA 93035 
                 Phone 805 985-1719; Email ron_h_smith@msn.com 
 
To:     California State Lands Commission, Div. of Environmental Planning  
and 
 Management, 100 Howe Ave., Suite 100 South, Sacramento, CA 95825 
 
Ref.:  Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas deepwater port, Clearinghouse #  
2004021107 
 
The state of California should not approve or allow the Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural 
Gas deepwater port, Clearinghouse # 2004021107. The following are my comments 
and concerns. Concerns that the EIR provide that lead me to be against the project 
are many. Comments made relative to pages of the Executive Summary 
 
1. The issue identified in pages ES-45- ES-54 should in it self disallow the project 
because of the Public safety issues. 
 
2. Item MT-5, page ES-57 The disruptions and costs to the US Navy can and would 
be costly and have an negative impact because of the Navy can not get its testing 
done in a timely and cost effect manor the US NAVY WILL SEEK another site to do 
these tests. This will be a major economic impact on Ventura co. and the State. 
 
3. Items AIR-1 to AIR5, pages ES622 –ES65, There will be a air quality impact no 
matter the response to mitigate problems. The addition of this facility by its nature is 
a negative to the air quality. Along with the new facility the Oxnard plain is 
expanding which in combination with the facility raises a problem for the 
environment air quality. The facility could stop and curtail other jobs and economic 
growth because of it air pollution issues. 
 
4. Issues pages ES-66 to ES- 72. The impacts on the Marine environment, the 
Channel Islands recreational area and fishing sited in the report and both 
environmental negative but also economic negatives. The mitigation items sited by 
the requester may or may not resolve the problems, there so many and since this a 
new and never been tried engineering endeavor there are assuredly going to be 
failures and problems that can and will have a very negative impact on the county 
Ventura and the state of California. This is new technology and therefore all 
mitigation comments subject to many changes and they all will not be for the 
positive. 
5. General comment:The cost benefits to the people of California are marginal at 
best and surely the impact for the negative costs to fix and address a public disaster 
could and mostly likely high and a burden to us the California taxpayer. 
6. Comment: From a national security and energy independence arena it may be far 
better to drill in offshore California since the technology is mush better know and 
therefore safer. 
 

P064-1

P064-2

P064-3

P064-4

P064-5

P064-6

2006/P064

P064-1
Section 4.2 addresses the public safety impacts that are
summarized in Table ES-5. Certain public safety impacts are
significant and unavoidable (Class I). The Administrator of MARAD
under the authority of the Deepwater Port Act, the California State
Lands Commission, and the Governor of California have to balance
the benefits of the Project against its unavoidable environmental
risks. In accordance with section 15093 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, the CSLC would have to make a Statement of
Overriding Considerations addressing Class I impacts prior to
approval of the Project.

P064-2
Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential impacts associated
with the increased vessel traffic due to the proposed Project. The
FSRU would be located 3.5 NM (3.54 miles) from the eastern
boundary of the Point Mugu Sea Range (Pacific Missile Range).
Impacts MT-5 and MT-6 in Section 4.3.4 address potential Project
impacts on Naval and Point Mugu Sea Range operations.

Section 4.16 contains information regarding the scope of analysis
of socioeconomic impacts as required under the National
Environmental Policy Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act. Section 4.16.4 contains information on potential socioeconomic
impacts and mitigation measures to address such impacts.

P064-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P064-4
Section 4.16.4 contains information on potential socioeconomic
impacts, including impacts on recreational and commercial fishing.

Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies performance levels that all deepwater ports must
meet; Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains



information on pipeline safety and inspections. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

P064-5
Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies.

P064-6
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

2006/P064



In summary this project is a new engineering effort that has not been proven or 
tested.  It is not any easy task to marry and bring technology together in this scale 
and not have problems. I do not think that the state should allow our area and state 
to be a test bed for the marginal benefits proposed by the requeste. There negative 
impacts this project will have in safety, air pollution and the local economy far out-
weigh any benefit we as Californians and Americans will recieve from this project.  
Again this project should not be approved by our State. 
 
 
Very Respectfully 
 
Ronald H Smith 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 
Express yourself instantly with MSN Messenger! Download today - it's FREE!  
http://messenger.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200471ave/direct/01/ 
 

P064-6
Continued

2006/P064

P064-6 Continued
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: Conor Soraghan [csoragha@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 06, 2006 10:23 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: NO LNG 

 
 
NO LNG ---- PROTECT CALIFORNIA. 
 
THANK YOU 

Conor Soraghan  

V045-1

2006/V045

V045-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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P464-1

P464-2
P464-3

P464-4

P464-5

2006/P464

P464-1
Dr. Koopman was the principal investigator for the Burro tests while
employed by the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. By
definition, an external peer reviewer is not employed by the
organization whose work is reviewed, and Dr. Koopman's role as a
peer reviewer of the Sandia Guidance document was completed
before Sandia was retained by MARAD and the USCG to perform
the review described in Appendix C2. MARAD and the USCG
determined that Dr. Koopman's participation as a member of the
External Peer Review Panel for the Sandia December 2004 report
did not pose a conflict with the review of the IRA by the U.S.
Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratories with which
Dr. Koopman was no longer associated as provided above.

P464-2
Dr. Koopman did not work on the SNL review, contained in
Appendix C2.

P464-3
The IRA was determined to contain sensitive security information
(SSI), and it was not made available to the general public; however,
it was available for review by Federal, State, and local agency
staffs and officials with safety and security responsibilities and
clearances. The results of the 2004 IRA were summarized in the
October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR.

With the exception of certain SSI in Appendix D, the entire text of
the IRA and its supporting documents are included in Appendix C.
As noted in the preface to Appendix D (Collision Analysis) to the
IRA, "(t)he complete report is available for review by Federal, State,
and local agency staffs and elected officials with safety and security
responsibilities and clearances."

P464-4
Section 4.2 and the IRA contain information on vapor dispersion
hazards and thermal radiation due to a pool fire.

P464-5
The Project is regulated by the USCG and MARAD under the
authority of the Deepwater Port Act. FERC's regulations are
prescriptive and standardized to address the general siting of
onshore LNG terminals. In contrast, due to various different designs
of deepwater ports, the USCG conducts site-specific independent
risk and consequence analyses using the most recent guidance
and modeling techniques.

The guidance used for Cabrillo Port is Sandia National



Laboratories' "Guidance on Risk Analysis and Safety Implications
of a Large Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Spill Over Water." This
report recommends a framework for analyses of large LNG spills
onto water. It was prepared for the U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE), and an external peer review panel evaluated the analyses,
conclusions, and recommendations presented.

The FERC reports cited by the commenter not only predate the
Sandia report but also pertain to a different type of facility and
location.

2006/P464



P464-6

P464-7

P464-8

P464-9

2006/P464

P464-6
As shown in Table 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks on the FSRU is addressed in the
escalation scenario associated with a large intentional event. This
scenario considers the release of the entire contents of the FSRU
and an attending LNG carrier which is the maximum amount of
LNG that could be present.

P464-7
Section 2.2.1 contains information on the methane content of
natural gas that would be supplied by the Project. Section 4.2.7.1
contains general information on the range of methane LNG may
contain.

P464-8
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA), which was independently
reviewed by the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories, evaluates the consequences of a potential vapor
cloud (flash) fire, as discussed in Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA
(Appendix C1). The IRA determined that the consequences of the
worst credible accident involving a vapor cloud fire would be more
than 5.7 NM from shore at the closest point, as summarized in
Table 4.2-1. Figure 2.1-2, Consequence Distances Surrounding the
FSRU Location for Worst Credible Events, depicts the maximum
distance from the FSRU in any direction that could be affected in
the event of an accident. The shape and direction of the affected
area within the circle depicted in Figure 2.1-2 would depend on
wind conditions and would be more like a cone than a circle, but
would not reach the shoreline. A methane fire would not behave as
a single large fireball traveling with force, but instead an
assemblage of many small fires whose ignition and duration would
vary.

P464-9
NEPA does not require "worst-case analysis" but does require the
agency to prepare a summary of existing relevant and credible
scientific evidence and an evaluation of adverse impacts based on
generally accepted scientific approaches or research methods.
However, the Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1)
defines and evaluates representative worst credible cases
(scenarios of events that would lead to the most serious potential
impacts on public safety). These included accidents that would
affect one, two, or all three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario



associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.

2006/P464



P464-9
Continued

P464-10

P464-11

2006/P464

P464-9 Continued

P464-10
The criteria given in 49 CFR 193 are based on the use of Gaussian
models, which have inherent limitations especially when used on
lighter than air gases such as methane. The specified use of half
LFL is related to the Reynolds averaging time as it affects mixing.
The computational fluid dynamics model used in the IRA does not
have these inherent limitations because it has a different numeric
basis and produces more accurate results that include uneven
mixing. Therefore, using half LFL would be overly conservative (i.e.,
overestimates the impact) and is unnecessary.

Neither the above regulation nor the criteria it specifies are
applicable to the proposed Project, which is (1) federally regulated
by MARAD and the USCG and not by FERC, and (2) an offshore
rather than an onshore facility. See the response to Comment
P464-5.

P464-11
As discussed in the Executive Summary of the IRA, "FDS was
selected because it is a first principle code that can address the
important physical issues of the problem. These issues include
gravity-driven spreading of dense materials; heat transfer effects;
density changes; bouyancy effects; wind effects; and a fire model."
It is also a public domain computer program and as such, its
technical basis and source code is available to the public.

Further, Section 2 of Appendix C to the IRA contains information
describing the validation of Fire Dynamics Simulator (FDS) for
modeling of LNG releases. Section 5 of Appendix C2 EIS/EIR
contains information documenting Sandia National Laboratories'
independent technical evaluation of the validation of FDS for this
application.



P464-11
Continued

P464-12

P464-13

2006/P464

P464-11 Continued

P464-12
To date, there has never been a large spill of LNG to water.
Conducting a large LNG spill to validate the models would result in
adverse environmental consequences. However, models are
commonly validated using experimental data. Section 2.3.4.2 of
Appendix C1 contains information on tests executed by the U.S.
Department of Energy and the calibration/verification of the Fire
Dynamics Simulator model used in the Independent Risk
Assessment. Appendix C1 provides additional information on this
topic and Appendix C2, prepared by the U.S. Department of
Energy's Sandia National Laboratories, contains information on the
review and assessment of the models used.

The exclusion of terrain was considered in the evaluation of the
model. As stated, an FDS simulation of the Burro 8 test was
performed by ACE using a 5x5x1 m cell resolution. A maximum
distance to LFL of 490 m was obtained as compared to 420 m from
experimental data. Sandia also performed an FDS calculation of
Burro 8 on a finer uniform grid (1 m cell widths in each direction
with almost a total of 7 million cells) and found a maximum distance
to LFL of about 500 m using a wind speed of 1.63 m/s at a 1 m
elevation and an exponent of 0.186. A 20% difference with over
prediction is within reasonable agreement given the resolution of
the simulation, the use of a symmetry plane, and the exclusion of
modeling the surrounding terrain. A symmetry plane will suppress
any mixing down the centerline resulting in a greater distance to
LFL. From the tests, the dispersion cloud impacted the surrounding
terrain which had up to a 7 m rise. Thus, it is expected that by
including the terrain that a shorter distance to LFL would result.
FDS simulations performed by Sandia to date, as well as evaluation
of the mathematical models of the code indicate that FDS is
capable of simulating LNG dispersion, but a large number (10
million to 100 million) computational cells are required. It would be
optimum to perform these dispersion simulations with finer
resolution, however lower resolution simulations result in longer
distances to LFL due to the turbulent mixing being under resolved.
Therefore, the current FDS analyses provide a conservative
assessment of safety hazard distances.

P464-13
The June 2004 FERC document was superseded by the December
2004 Sandia report, which was also publicly reviewed, and the
"Sandia Review of Independent Risk Assessment" in Appendix C2.



P464-13
Continued

P464-14

P464-15

P464-16

2006/P464

P464-13 Continued

P464-14
Section 2.3.2 of the IRA (see Appendix C1) contains information on
the public safety criteria and injury/fatality thresholds used in the
IRA and notes that "(m)arine users are a special case in that their
responses could involve direct entry into the water to avoid
exposure."

As noted in Section 4.2.7.2, "Sandia has stated that 5kW/m2 is
commonly considered the heat flux level appropriate for protection
of human health and safetyThe National Fire Protection Association
(NFPA) standard for the production, storage, and handling of LNG
recommends that this value be used as the design level that should
not be exceeded at a property line or where people gatherThe
NFPA is an international nonprofit organization that advocates for
fire prevention and serves as an authority on public safety
practices. Based on its field experience, the NFPA believes the
current thermal limit is reasonable and has no plans to revise it.
The IRA accordingly adopted the NFPA levels."

P464-15
Section 4.3.4 Impact MT-4 discusses methods of notifying vessels
if an accident were to occur and contains information on the likely
actions vessels would be advised to take.

P464-16
Sections 2.2.4, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.4 address the size of the safety
zone and area to be avoided around the FSRU, how they are
established, and their potential impacts on marine traffic. According
to Section 4.3.1.4, "the actual size of the ATBA would be
determined through the advice and consent of the Office of Vessel
Traffic Management of the USCG... The ATBA could not intrude on
an established shipping lane available to vessel operators (public,
commercial, and recreational vessels)." The safety zone could not
be made larger because its size is governed by international law, to
which the U.S. is a signatory.



P464-16
Continued

P464-17

2006/P464

P464-16 Continued

P464-17
We respectfully disagree as indicated in the above responses.
However, your statement is included in the public record and will be
taken into account by decision-makers when they consider the
proposed Project.



From: jacqui spiros [capecodwest@charter.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2006 10:27 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LNG 
 
Mr. Dwight Sanders, 
 
 
  I went to the public hearing in Malibu yesterday.   It's imperative  
that Californians are heard.   Liquified Natural Gas causes air and  
water pollution, and impacts wildlife and the enviroment.   If LNG is  
released by accident, earthquake or terrorist attack it may evaporate  
and explode.   LNG has caused serious loss of life and property.  
California has better alternatives! 
Please do not allow this to happen! 
 
Sincerely, 
  Jacqueline Spiros 

V030-1
V030-2

V030-3
V030-4

2006/V030

V030-1
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts on
air and water quality. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the Project's
potential effects on the marine and terrestrial environments.

V030-2
Section 4.2 and Appendix C discuss public safety risks resulting
from accidents and intentional events. Sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.4
contain information on seismic and geologic hazards.

V030-3
Chapter 3 discusses alternatives considered.

V030-4
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: Mari Stanley [mari_ellen@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 1:02 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Cc: governor@governor.ca.gov 
Subject: Against LNG Proposal 
 
Dear Concerned Parties, 
Please accept this letter and count it among the many voices AGAINST the proposal 
of allowing offshore LNG port construction and operations along the California 
coastline. 
As a resident of California for over 44 years, I have been very active in numerous 
efforts to preserve our quality of life as it relates to enviromental issues and this 
project threatens everything I've worked towards for decades.  I still vividly 
remember the stupidity of the past which brought us DDT leaks off the Palos Verdes 
Peninsula, oil spills from Santa Barbara and numerous health risks to the population 
from sewage spills.  These days, our technology and science studies have improved 
to the extent that we KNOW the dangers posed and must work diligently to assure 
that no such threats can be approved until our ability to mitigate such "accidents" 
are as highly developed as the engineering science to build the threat being posed.  
At this time, I must point out that no emergency response team is capable of 
handling any emergency that could arise even during the construction phase, much 
less after full operation is achieved.  Most of the arguments I have read in support of 
or against only take into account the damage control upon full operational status.  
Please consider that it is a highly questionable project to not fully plan for possible 
failures or emergencies during the construction phase.  I cannot support such a 
hasty rush to new technology and science as it stands today, just as I would never 
subject myself or any loved one to medical procedures that have not been fully 
tested and proven through the governmental processes that exist today.  All I can 
ask is that the same type of oversight be applied to this project, and not allow the 
California coastline to be subjected to this project as the proverbial guinea pig it 
appears BHP considers us. 
I plead with you today to acknowledge that this project will pit the residents of this 
state against big business that seeks to endanger our quality of life and our futures.  
Do everything you can to stop this project in it's tracks now.  We do not need more 
businesses affected by the bad press this project will generate. 
 
Thank you, 
Mari Stanley 
Malibu, CA 
 
__________________________________________________ 
Do You Yahoo!? 
Tired of spam?  Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around 
http://mail.yahoo.com 

P079-1

P079-2

P079-3

2006/P079

P079-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P079-2
The design, construction, and operation of natural gas facilities are
highly regulated; the U.S. Department of Transportation's Pipeline
and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration and the California
Public Utilities Commission's Division of Safety and Reliability have
jurisdiction over pipelines. Section 4.2.8 discusses the background,
regulations, impacts, and mitigation measures for natural gas
pipelines. Section 4.2.8.4 describes Project-specific valve spacing
and design requirements.

Sections 2.5, 2.6, and 2.7 contain information on Project
construction components, including construction of the FSRU, the
mooring system, offshore pipelines and shore crossings, and
onshore pipelines and facilities. Section 2.5.1 contains information
on the construction of the FSRU, which would be completed at an
overseas fabrication port and towed to the mooring location by two
oceangoing tugboats in accordance with a towing plan. MT-1 and
MT-5 in Section 4.3.4 contain information on potential impacts on
marine traffic and from offshore construction. AM MT-1a and AM
MT-1b are Applicant measures that would be incorporated into the
Project to minimize safety hazards during offshore construction.
MM MT-1c, MM MT-1d, MM MT-1e, MM MT-1f, MM MT-1g, MM
MT-5a, MM MT-5b, MM MT-5c, and MM MT-5d are mitigation
measures to address potential impacts on marine traffic during
construction.

Section 4.12.2 contains information on the International, Federal,
State, and local laws, and regulations the Applicant would be
required to follow for the storage and use of hazardous materials
and the storage and disposal of hazardous wastes. As stated,
"[p]lans that would be prepared and implemented include Spill
Prevention, Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plans for
onshore and nearshore activities; oil spill contingency plans for oil
transport-related facilities; a Facility Response Plan for the FSRU;
site-specific health and safety plans; and a Hazard Communication
Plan."

Impact BioMar-2 in Section 4.7.4 and Impact WAT-3 in Section
4.18.4 contain information on potential impacts on the marine
environment and water quality from a drilling fluid release at the
HDB exit point. MM WAT-3a is a mitigation measure to prevent or
avoid the potential for a drilling fluid release and to properly clean



up drilling fluid if a release occurs.

Impacts HAZ-2 and HAZ-3 in Section 4.12.4 contain information on
potential impacts from an accidental release of oil or hazardous
materials to soil and water or the release of existing contaminants
during construction. MM HAZ-2a, MM HAZ-2b, WAT-3a, MM
HAZ-3a, and MM HAZ-3b are mitigation measures that would
minimize or prevent the release of hazardous materials or oils
during construction.

Impacts WAT-1 and WAT-2 in Section 4.18.4 contain information
on potential degradation of water quality due to accidental
discharges or unearthing of contaminants during construction.

P079-3
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

2006/P079
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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V215-1
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V215-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: ANNELIES STEEKELENBURG [asteekelenburg@prodigy.net] 
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2006 3:22 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: BHP project ;natural gas 
 
 
I like very very much to OPPOSE  the BHP project for making liquid natural gas at sea. 
 This is like putting an oil well into a natural park, because that is what the Channel Islands 
are. 
  
 Sincerely ; 
 Annelies Steekelenburg , living in Malibu since 1971. 

V052-1
V052-2

2006/V052

V052-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

V052-2
The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS. Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 discuss
the potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not
proposed at this time. Sections 4.7.4, 4.15.4, 4.16.4, and 4.18.4
describe potential impacts on the marine environment and
proposed mitigation measures to reduce those potential impacts.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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P310-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P310-2
Section 4.2 and Appendix C address public safety impacts. Section
4.4 and Appendix F contain information on the visual resources,
impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how visibility from
various distances was evaluated and provides additional
simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites along the
Malibu coastline and inland areas.

P310-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P310-4
Section 1.2.2 contains updated information on natural gas needs in
the U.S. Forecast information has been obtained from the U.S.
Department of Energy's Energy Information Agency.

P310-5
Section 3.3.7 contains information on the specific California
locations considered in the alternatives analysis. The deepwater
port would be 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles) offshore, as shown
on Figure ES-1.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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980 Ninth Street    Suite 2200    Sacramento   CA   95814-2742 
916-441-5420   fx 916-447-9401   www.cmta.net 

 
 
May 5, 2006 
 
 
 
Mr. Dwight E. Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
 
Subject: Cabrillo Port: 2004021107 
 
Dear Mr. Sanders: 
 
The California Manufacturers & Technology Association (CMTA) is a trade association of 
600 manufacturers including chemical, aerospace, high tech, biotech, pulp and paper, 
glass, oil, steel and others. CMTA advocates at the state legislature and before 
regulatory agencies in support of policies that help manufacturers remain competitive in 
the state and in opposition to policies that would impose unjustified mandates and costs 
on California manufacturers. 
 
Manufacturers provide good quality, high-wage jobs to 1.5 million California citizens. 
While manufacturing employment has declined in the recent economic downturn, it is 
poised to rebound if manufacturers choose to expand and grow in California. But robust 
growth in the California economy will not be possible without adequate energy supplies.  
 
Natural gas is a very important energy source for CMTA members, providing clean 
energy for both industrial processes and for electric generation. However, California 
produces only 13 percent of our natural gas consumption. Supply constraints beginning 
last year have already caused natural gas prices to rise, and the prospect for continuing 
high prices in the future is real.  
 
Liquefied natural gas (LNG) is a source of natural gas that can help us meet our needs 
and help stabilize, and perhaps lower, the current high cost of natural gas. LNG is 
already an important source of supply for many regions in the world. CMTA believes 
LNG should be accepted as an important solution to our energy supply challenges.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of our views on this important issue.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jack M. Stewart 
President 

G002-1

G002-2
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G002-1
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.

G002-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
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From: Dana Stokes [des835@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 11:56 AM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: no to LNG terminal 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I am writing to oppose BHP Billiton's proposed Liquified Natural Gas terminal on the 
California coast. The potential for high pressure natural gas explosions at a LNG 
terminal would threaten the health and safety of California's communities and our 
fragile coast.  It would also waste an opportunity to power California's future with 
clean, safe and renewable sources of energy - like solar and wind power. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dana Stokes 
Davis, CA 

P051-1
P051-2

P051-3
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P051-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P051-2
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

P051-3
Section 3.3.2 addresses renewable energy sources, within the
context of the California Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated
Energy Report and other State and Federal energy reports, as
alternatives to the Project.
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From: Carolyn Straub [castraub@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Saturday, May 06, 2006 1:31 AM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Proposed LNG Terminal in Southern California 

We are against this action. It is crowding, polluting, and an example of urban clutter and over-
industry on our California shores, especially in southern California. It is an ill-conceived plan hosted 
by President George W. Bush, his administration, and the captains of this industry. To satisfy the 
perceived  American diet for more, more, more and it is not the answer. The answer is 
conservation. 
  
The losses to the natural environment that we cherish in this state would be enormous within the 
oceans and shores. The danger to our cities would be another accounting. 
  
This is not right; too much industry, too much money, and not enough or any respect for what 
spiritual and nature values God has given us. 
  
Thank you for your interest. 
  
Always, 
  
Carolyn Straub 
Steve McHenry 
  
439 Chateau LaSalle Dr. 
San Jose, CA 
95111 
  
408-286-8858 
  
  
  
  
Carolyn Straub 
Writer, Editor, Copy Editor, Instructor 
  
Website: 
  
http://home.earthlink.net/~castraub/thecopycleaner/ 
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P041-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P041-2
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

P041-3
Sections 4.7.4, 4.8.4, and 4.18.4 discusses these potential impacts
to the ocean and shore. Sections 4.2.8, 4.4.4, 4.5.4, 4.6.4, 4.9.4,
4.13.4, 4.14.4, 4.16.4, and 4.17.4 discuss potential impacts to the
cities where the Project would be placed.



Mike Stubblefield 
1230 East Collins Street 
Oxnard, CA 93036-1805 
(805) 988-0339 (home) 
(805) 498-6703, ext. 143 (work) 
(805) 216-2630 (cell) 
motodata@adelphia.net 
 
Dwight Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
Division of Environmental Planning and Management 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
 
RE: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Cabrillo Port LNG Natural Gas 
Deepwater Port (State Clearinghouse #2004021107) 
 
Dear Mr. Sanders: 
 
 As the Air Quality Chair of the Executive Committee of the Los Padres Chapter 
of the Sierra Club, which spans all of Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties, I am 
submitting the following comments in response to the Air Quality part of the Revised 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Cabrillo Port LNG Natural Gas Deepwater 
Port (“Revised DEIR”). 
 

A summary of our concerns 
 
 The Los Padres Chapter of the Sierra Club is seriously concerned about several 
aspects of the Revised DEIR’s analysis of the air quality impacts of this proposed project. 
For example, the Revised DEIR neglects to analyze all of the emissions that will result 
from the proposed project. And what analysis it does include is often based on incorrect 
assumptions. It also excludes certain emissions from its analysis altogether. 
 

Amazingly, the Revised DEIR never acknowledges that the emissions from this 
project will flow onshore and, because of this serious omission, it doesn’t apply onshore 
thresholds of significance. By analyzing only those emissions within 25 nautical miles of 
the coastline, the Revised DEIR fails to truthfully disclose the likely air quality impacts 
to Ventura County, which is not now, and never has been, in compliance with State and 
Federal standards for oxides of nitrogen (NOx), a precursor of ozone and photochemical 
smog. 

 
We are particularly concerned about the Class I (significant and unavoidable) air 

quality impacts that will result from this project if approved. These serious impacts are 
either ignored or omitted by the Revised DEIR, which instead relies on the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) outrageous decision to change the rules 
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G015-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. The following Project changes would reduce emissions of
nitrogen oxide and other air pollutants:
- Reduction in the number of LNG carriers and change in crew
vessel trips;
- Use of natural gas to power LNG carriers in California Coastal
Waters;
- Diesel-fueled support vessels with emission controls; and
- Use of specific engine standards for onshore construction
equipment.
The Applicant has committed to implement the following additional
measure to reduce air emissions:
- Repowering of existing non-Project vessels with cleaner-burning
engines.
These changes required revisions to air pollutant emission
estimates and related air quality analyses.

Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project emissions
and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 contains revised
information on Project impacts and mitigation measures. These
revisions address the concurrent emission of ozone precursors
from the FSRU and Project vessels.

G015-2
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the
marine climatic setting. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to provide
an expanded discussion of the potential transport of offshore air
pollutant emissions to onshore areas due to meteorological
conditions. Section 4.6.4 contains revised analyses of the impacts
on air quality from the emissions of criteria pollutants, ozone
precursors, and toxic air pollutants from the FSRU and Project
vessels.

The air dispersion modeling analysis of the criteria air pollutant
emissions from FSRU and Project vessel operational activities
includes prediction of impacts at receptors located from the
coastline to 2 miles inland spanning approximately 44 miles from
Ventura to Malibu. Additional receptors were also placed along the
coastline spanning approximately 38 miles from Malibu to the Palos
Verdes Peninsula located directly south of Los Angeles.

G015-3
The USEPA has made a preliminary determination, on which the



lead agencies must rely, that the FSRU should be permitted in the
same manner as sources on the Channel Islands that are part of
Ventura County. Section 4.6.2 contains an updated discussion of
relevant regulatory requirements.

2006/G015



that apply to the project in order to avoid responsibility for providing suitable mitigation 
and offsets.  
 
 The Los Padres Chapter is disappointed that the Revised DEIR for a project of 
this magnitude fails to acknowledge the greenhouse gas emissions that Cabrillo Port will 
surely produce. The estimated carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions of the Floating Storage 
and Regasification Unit (FSRU) alone are significant. But when you factor in the CO2 
emissions of the carrier vessels themselves, the numbers are staggering! Even though the 
carrier vessels will run on natural gas, according to the Revised DEIR, the CO2 emissions 
produced by burning natural gas are significant. The Revised DEIR provides an estimate 
of these emissions within 25 nautical miles of the coast, but it neglects to mention the 
greenhouse gas emissions of these vessels as they make their 12,000 mile trip across the 
Pacific Ocean, and back. At 2.5 ships a week, that’s a significant omission that, had it 
been honestly and accurately analyzed, would have shown the true impact of this project 
on global warming. 
  
 In summary, we are disappointed by the unspoken but obvious subtext that 
permeates the air quality section of the Revised DEIR: underestimated air emissions, 
little useful impact analysis and few mitigation measures, all of which are legally 
mandated, to the maximum feasible extent, by the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
 

BHP Billiton is being allowed to play by different rules 
 
 The October 2004 Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the Cabrillo Port project claimed that there would be no Class 
I air quality impacts, because at that time no one disputed that the project would have to 
comply with the air quality laws of Ventura and Los Angeles County, respectively. And 
how did the Draft EIS/EIR reach the conclusion that there wouldn’t be any Class I 
impacts? Because it was assumed that any air quality impacts could simply be mitigated 
by offsets such as mitigation measures or emission reduction credits (ERCs). Yet the 
2004 Draft EIS/EIR did not provide any documentation supporting this assumption. 
 
 BHP Billiton would never have been able to comply with the offset requirements 
of Ventura or Los Angeles County alone, much less the offset requirements of both 
counties. Why? Because there simply aren’t enough ERCs available to offset a project of 
this magnitude. So what did Billiton do? It apparently convinced the EPA, the Ventura 
County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) and the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) that it should be allowed to play by different rules. 
Because now the Revised DEIR asserts that Cabrillo Port is no longer subject to the same 
rules that apply to every other industrial facility located in Ventura County (and not even 
Procter and Gamble, our biggest industrial facility, is as big as Cabrillo). 
 

Now, in the Revised DEIR, Billiton acknowledges that there will be certain 
unavoidable Class I impacts! Yet, like the 2004 Draft EIS/EIR, the Revised DEIR still 

G015-3
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G015-4
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. LNG carriers associated with the Project would operate
on natural gas (boil-off gas from the LNG cargo) with 1 percent
diesel pilot during all operations in California Coastal Waters.
Section 4.6.1.3 contains information on emissions from LNG
carriers operating in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the
California Air Resources Board.

As stated in Section 4.6.4, in addition to regulated air pollutants, the
Project would generate emissions of the greenhouse gases CO2
and methane (natural gas). The CO2 emission coefficient for
natural gas is 117. Coal (approximately 78 percent carbon) and oil
(approximately 85 percent carbon) have higher carbon contents
(more pounds of carbon per MMBtu) than natural gas
(approximately 75 percent carbon), which leads to greater carbon
emissions when combusted (more tons of CO2 per megawatt hour
produced). For comparison, the CO2 emission coefficient for No.2
fuel oil and anthracite coal are 161, and 227 pounds of CO2 per
MMBtu, respectively.

If the proposed Cabrillo Port Project is not approved, SoCalGas
may obtain its gas from elsewhere in North America. In this
scenario, the combustion would occur anyway, i.e., would be in the
baseline scenario. In the absence of the Cabrillo Port Project, it is
also highly unlikely that the natural gas would be left in the ground
in Western Australia; it would likely be extracted, liquefied,
transported, and sold elsewhere. For the proposed Cabrillo Port
Project, the additional life cycle emissions that can be attributed
specifically to the Project would be only the portion of those
emissions that would be generated by transporting the LNG across
the Pacific Ocean to the Cabrillo Port facility. If the LNG were
imported into a different receiving facility in California, the GHG
emissions would be the same as those of the proposed Project.

See also the response to Comment G015-5.

G015-5
Impact AIR-4 and Impact AIR-5 in Section 4.6.4 have been revised
to provide specific information regarding the Applicant's emissions
reduction programs and their review by the USEPA and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB). As part of air
permit-to-construct application procedures, the Applicant has



committed to the USEPA to achieve emissions reductions (in
addition to reductions inherent to the Project) to an amount equal to
the FSRU's annual NOx emissions. The Applicant has executed
contracts to retrofit two marine vessels (long haul tugs) by replacing
the propulsion engines of each vessel with modern low emitting
engines (Tier 2 compliant diesel-fired engines). At the request of
the USEPA and the CARB, the Applicant conducted source testing
to assist in determining the emission reductions expected as a
result of the retrofits. Both the USEPA and the CARB have
reviewed the results, but there is not yet a consensus on the
estimated emission reductions from the mitigation proposal.

Based on the USEPA's and CARB's estimates, the proposed
Emissions Reduction Program (AM AIR-4a) would provide for NOx
emission reductions greater than the estimated annual NOx
emissions from FSRU equipment and estimated NOx emissions
from operation of LNG carrier offloading equipment. However, the
total emission reductions would be less than the annual NOx
emissions estimated for all operations (FSRU and Project vessels)
in California Coastal Waters, as defined by the CARB. According to
CARB, the emission reduction proposal "represents more than what
would otherwise be required by the current determination of
applicable regulations."

Appendix G9 contains a memorandum from the CARB to the CSLC
on this topic. Electronic copies of the Applicant's reports submitted
to the USEPA that detail the tug retrofits and related emission
reductions are available at
www.epa.gov/region09/liq-natl-gas/cabrillo-air.html.

G015-6
The USEPA is responsible for determining the designations of each
region of the United States with respect to the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards. The USEPA is also responsible for determining
the Federal, State, and local air quality laws and regulations that
are applicable to deepwater ports, including Cabrillo Port.

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) Rule 26.2
and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) New
Source Review Regulation XIII are applicable only to stationary
source emissions. Further, the USEPA has made a preliminary
determination that the emission offsets requirements outlined in
VCAPCD Rule 26.2 are not applicable to Cabrillo Port equipment
and operations.

Section 4.6.2 discusses the current regulatory position of the
VCAPCD, which was detailed in a letter of November 14, 2006.
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See also the response to Comment G015-5.
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fails to address how those impacts will be mitigated or offset, because now, according to 
the EPA, it doesn’t really have to do so. Why? Because now it’s only required to comply 
with the emissions requirements mandated for the Channel Islands (!), which the EPA 
(incorrectly) characterizes as an “attainment” area. In an apparent attempt to relieve BHP 
Billiton of the inconvenience of having to actually comply with County and State air 
emission laws, the EPA found a convenient loophole, in the 1994 Air Quality 
Management Plan for Ventura County, which exempted the U.S. Navy facility at San 
Nicholas Island (67 miles off the coast) from using Best Available Control Technology 
(BACT) on its diesel generators that produce electricity for a small military research 
facility four times as far from our coastline as Cabrillo Port. And this leads to our next 
concern. 
 

The Revised DEIR incorrectly characterizes the Channel 
Islands as a Federal “attainment” area 

 
 In the Draft DEIR, the Channel Islands are characterized as an 
“unclassifiable/attainment” area, which sounds like they’re in attainment, sort of. But 
what this characterization actually means is that there is insufficient data or no data to 
indicate whether an area is “attainment” or “nonattainment.”  Of course, the air quality in 
the Channel Islands area might very well be slightly better than the air quality in Ventura 
County. But the Channel Islands are, as you know, a National Park, so we Americans 
would like to keep the air quality of the Channel Islands National Park as pristine as 
possible. The air quality around the Channel Islands is already degraded by the daily ship 
traffic in the Santa Barbara Channel and by numerous oil drilling platforms off the coast 
between Santa Barbara and Oxnard. It hardly seems appropriate to locate another major 
industrial facility of the magnitude of Cabrillo Port near a National Park. Moreover, the 
EPA’s decision to allow Billiton to characterize the Channel Islands as an attainment area 
in order to mislead the public into thinking that the air quality of the Channel Islands is 
clean – when really it’s not – appears to be an attempt to strengthen the EPA’s decision to 
exempt Cabrillo’s emissions from New Source Review by attributing it to sources (a 
lighthouse and a ranger dwelling!) regulated on Anacapa Island.  
 
 

The Revised DEIR arbitrarily separates Cabrillo Port 
emissions and LNG carrier vessel emissions 

 
  One reason that Billiton wants to put Cabrillo Port in Federal waters is that the 
EPA, which is supposed to protect and preserve the environment, will allow it to emit a 
whopping 250 tons per year of any of the 28 criteria pollutants (things like hydrocarbons, 
carbon monoxide and oxides of nitrogen). Yet, despite this generous gift to Billiton at the 
expense of our county, the Revised DEIR deftly understates the proposed emissions of 
the FSRU and the LNG carrier vessels by treating their emissions separately, even 
though we all know that the emissions of the LNG carrier vessels and the FSRU are 
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G015-6 Continued

G015-7
Sections 4.6.1.3 and 4.6.2 contain revised information on the air
quality designations for the Channel Islands that are within the
boundaries of Ventura County (Anacapa and San Nicolas Islands).
The determination of the air quality designations of the Channel
Islands, including those in Ventura County, with respect to National
Ambient Air Quality Standards, is under the jurisdiction of the
USEPA.

G015-8
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. Section 4.6.1.3 contains updated information on
Project emissions, including a summary of combined annual
emissions generated from the operational activities of the FSRU
and Project vessels. Section 4.6.4 contains information on air
quality impacts associated with the concurrent emissions from the
FSRU and Project vessels.

In the Statement of Basis for the Proposed Clean Air Act Permit to
Construct Cabrillo Port, the USEPA made a preliminary
determination that the FSRU is not subject to Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations because the overall
function of the FSRU does not meet the definition of one of the 28
named source categories and the potential-to-emit of each criteria
air pollutant emitted from permitted sources is less than 250 tons
per year.



effectively one and the same thing because the vessels will in fact be docked, for two or 
three days straight, to the FSRU while they pump their LNG, engines running all the 
while, onto the FSRU. And what are those proposed emissions? Well, if you buy into the 
false logic of the Revised DEIR, you won’t find any proposed emission over the 250 
ton/year level allowed in Federal waters. But when you add the proposed annual 
emissions of the LNG carrier vessels to the FSRU, a darker picture emerges, to wit: 
 
277 tons/year of CO 
231.2 tons/year of NOx 
47.7 tons/year of ROCs 
 
In other words, the Revised DEIR intentionally understates the projected annual 
emissions of the FSRU and the carrier vessels by arbitrarily and capriciously separating 
them as if they were two separate facilities. Separating these emissions is disingenuous, 
it’s dangerous and it’s an insult to the intelligence of our community. Let’s be frank: The 
emissions from this facility will be significant. In fact, they will be gross! Ventura and 
Los Angeles Counties are non-attainment areas for NOx. L.A. County is a non-attainment 
area for everything! The Ventura County APCD and the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District are desperately trying to improve the quality of our air. Here in 
Ventura County, we should have achieved compliance in 1990! Yet 16 years later we’re 
still struggling to do so. Yet the projected 231.2 tons/year of NOx for Cabrillo Port 
exceeds by a country mile the NOx emissions of Ventura County’s biggest current NOx 
emitter, Procter and Gamble, which emits a paltry by comparison 176 tons/year. 
 

The Draft DEIR doesn’t acknowledge the prevailing 
onshore wind flow patterns of the California Bight 

 
Into what kind of environment would Cabrillo Port be spewing these gross criteria 

pollutants? “The air over Ventura County often exhibits weak vertical and horizontal 
dispersion characteristics, which limit the dispersion of emissions and cause increased 
ambient air pollutant levels. Persistent temperature inversions, i.e., temperature increases 
as height increases, act as a ‘ceiling’ that prevents pollutants from rising and dispersing. 
Mountain ranges act as ‘walls’ that inhibit horizontal dispersion of air pollutants. The 
diurnal land/sea breeze pattern common to Ventura County transports air pollutants 
toward the ocean during the early morning by the land breeze and toward land during the 
afternoon by the sea breeze. This creates a ‘sloshing’ effect, causing pollutants to remain 
in the area for several days. Residual emissions from previous days accumulate and 
chemically react with new emissions in the presence of sunlight, thereby increasing 
ambient air pollutant levels” (pp. 4.6-3 & 4.6-4 of the Revised DEIR). 
 
 
 Yet, even though the Draft DEIR describes the prevailing weather patterns in 
Ventura County and the South Coast Air Basin, it omits any discussion of the general 
onshore wind flow patterns that characterize the ocean off this part of Southern 
California. Because of these patterns, offshore emissions always end up onshore. The 

G015-8
Continued

G015-9

2006/G015

G015-8 Continued

G015-9
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the
marine climatic setting. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to provide
an expanded discussion of the potential transport of offshore air
pollutant emissions to onshore areas due to meteorological
conditions. Section 4.6.4 contains revised analyses of the impacts
on air quality from the emissions of criteria pollutants, ozone
precursors, and toxic air pollutants from the FSRU and Project
vessels.

The air dispersion modeling analysis of the criteria air pollutant
emissions from FSRU and Project vessel operational activities
includes prediction of impacts at receptors located from the
coastline to 2 miles inland spanning approximately 44 miles from
Ventura to Malibu. Additional receptors were also placed along the
coastline spanning approximately 38 miles from Malibu to the Palos
Verdes Peninsula located directly south of Los Angeles.

Section 4.6.4 contains a comparison of Project offshore emissions
that occur in Ventura County waters to significance criteria outlined
in Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines. No offshore
emissions would occur in Los Angeles County waters as a result of
the Project. Since the USEPA has proposed to issue an Authority to
Construct under Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
(VCAPCD) Rule 10, Ventura County significance criteria are not
applicable to Cabrillo Port equipment or operations. Emissions from
Project vessels (i.e., LNG carriers, tugs, service vessels) operating
in Federal waters are not subject to regulation under the Deepwater
Port Act, and therefore, the significance criteria or emissions offsets
established for Ventura County or Los Angeles County are not
applicable.

The USEPA has jurisdiction to administer air quality regulations and
required air permits for applicable Project activities that occur
outside of the boundaries of California counties, including operation
of the FSRU. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction to administer air quality
regulations and required air permits for applicable Project activities
that occur within Los Angeles County, including construction of the
Line 225 Loop pipeline. The SCAQMD also provided comments on
the March 2006 Revised Draft EIR that have been taken into
consideration.



emissions produced by Cabrillo Port, the LNG carrier vessels and any support vessels are 
no exception. They too will end up in Ventura County and the South Coast Air Basin. 
Both areas are already, and always have been, non-attainment areas for NOx, a precursor 
of ozone and photochemical smog. Significantly, the proposed project will produce an 
enormous amount of NOx and reactive organic compounds (ROCs), the other ingredient 
needed to make smog. Numerous meteorological studies have confirmed this 
phenomenon, yet the Draft DEIR fails to mention it anywhere. One of the more recent 
papers documenting this phenomenon, from Ms. Camille Sears, who was commissioned 
by the Environmental Defense Center (EDC) of Santa Barbara, should already be in your 
possession. 
 
 In her report, as you likely already know, Ms. Sears asserts that “offshore 
emissions in the Project area are part of the onshore ozone nonattainment problem.” 
Sears’ study offers credible evidence that Cabrillo Port’s emissions will end up onshore 
and strengthen our non-attainment status here in Ventura County and in Los Angeles 
County. In fact, Ms. Sears opines that “emissions from the Project will blow onshore 
roughly 80 percent of the time [italics mine].” 
 
 Ms. Sears’ findings are underscored by the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB), which has found that the prevailing wind direction blows onshore “11 months 
of the year in Oxnard, nine months of  the year at Pt. Mugu Naval Air Station and 11 
months of the year in Santa Monica.” 
 
 In short, whatever emissions are produced by Cabrillo Port will end up in Ventura 
County and in Los Angeles County. Unfortunately, these are emissions that these two 
counties can ill afford to deal with because both counties are already in nonattainment for  
NOx, and in the case of Los Angeles, for virtually everything else that Cabrillo will emit. 
 

Of course not all of this pollution will foul the air over Ventura County and the 
Channel Islands. A lot of it, most of it, perhaps, will gently waft its way over the greater 
Los Angeles area. “The South Coast Air Basin is surrounded by mountains on three sides 
and Pacific Ocean on the remaining side. The mountains often serve as a barrier when 
regional scale winds are weak. Under these conditions, air pollutants are not transported 
out of the basin, resulting in the build-up of pollutant concentrations. Prevailing wind 
patterns off the ocean carry pollutants eastward across the basin, enabling continual 
photochemical reactions to occur as new emissions are added to the existing pollutant 
concentrations. Intense sunlight provides the ultraviolet light necessary to fuel the 
photochemical reactions that produce ozone. Metropolitan Los Angeles has a low average 
wind speed. Mild sea breezes slowly carry pollutants inland. In the summer, temperature 
inversions are stronger than in winter and prevent ozone and other pollutants from 
escaping upward and dispersing.” (p. 4.6-4, lines 12-25 of the Revised DEIR). 
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The Revised DEIR understates Cabrillo Port’s significant 
greenhouse gas emissions 

 
Finally, I’d like to address the issue of global warming. “The gases most 

responsible for global warming are carbon dioxide (CO2) and methane. It is becoming 
more widely accepted that continued increases in greenhouse gases will contribute to 
global warming” (p. 4.6-2, lines 20-22 of the Revised DEIR). The greenhouse gas 
emissions from the Cabrillo project will be caused primarily by CO2, which is always 
produced as a natural byproduct of combustion. CO2 is also produced by the powerplants 
for the LNG carrier vessels and the support vessels, and by operation of the liquefaction 
plant on the FSRU. What the Revised DEIR fails to mention is that methane is also a 
greenhouse gas, which is 23 times more effective at retaining heat than CO2. The LNG 
that Billiton proposes to bring here is extremely high in methane. 

 
Moreover, the Revised DEIR’s estimate of the greenhouse gas emissions that will 

be produced by Cabrillo Port, while it paints a fairly rosy picture, is inaccurate in the 
extreme. I refer you to LNG Supply-Chain Emissions: Australia to Offshore Ventura by 
Mr. Rick Heede, who was commissioned by the EDC to do a comprehensive study on the 
estimated total project greenhouse gas emissions that will be produced by the full supply 
chain. I believe that you also have this document in your possession. 

 
Mr. Heede’s report looks at the estimated greenhouse gas emissions from natural 

gas production at the Scarborough offshore gas field, transportation of the natural gas by 
subsea pipeline to the proposed LNG plant at Onslow, gas processing and liquefaction at 
Onslow, shipment of the LNG 9,000 miles from Australia to California, regasification at 
the FSRU, delivery into the SoCalGas infrastructure, and consumption by end users. And 
Mr. Heede’s conclusion? When all of these sources are factored into the picture, the 
supply chain greenhouse gas emissions for the Cabrillo project will be between 23,564, 
431 and 26,728,883 tons per year. This is a conservative estimate that assumes state-of-
the-art technology for the processing and liquefaction plant in Onslow and excludes some 
smaller factors such as travel by BHP crews, etc. 
 

That sums up our objections to the air quality part of the Revised DEIR. Mr. 
Sanders, if the California State Lands Commission allows this proposal to go forward, it 
will undermine the progress made by the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 
and the South Coast Air Quality Management District for years and years to come. Please 
don’t approve this project. Thank you. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Mike Stubblefield 
Air Quality Chair 
Los Padres Chapter Executive Committee 
Sierra Club 
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G015-10
Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases.

G015-11
See the response to Comment G015-4.

G015-12
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Mike Sullivan [msullivan@san.rr.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 05, 2006 11:58 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
 
 
Dear California State Lands Commission, 
  
I am writing to ask you to oppose the BHT Billiton proposal for a LNG terminal in the 
Venture/Oxnard area.  We do not an energy support facility in this area and instead should be 
focusing our efforts on improving energy efficiency and conservation.  There is so much waste and 
misuse of resources because of our own behavior and the inherent inefficiency of our daily work 
and living environment.  We should work hard to improve our daily activities so that we consume 
less and take better care of and appreciate the things that we have. 
  
Thank you 
  
Michael Sullivan 
10930 Vivaracho  Way 
San Diego, CA 
92124-2228  
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V042-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

V042-2
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan. Section 3.3.1 addresses energy
conservation and efficiency, within the context of the California
Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other
State and Federal energy reports, as an alternative to the Project.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P407

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



From: Nancy Symons [nsymons@adelphia.net] 
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2006 12:33 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Cabrillo LNG Deepwater Port - State Clearinghouse #2004021107 
 
 
Re: My comments on Revised Draft EIR - State Clearinghouse No. 2004021107 
  
I have reviewed the revised draft EIR and I have the following concerns with this project that I 
believe should be addressed in the final EIS/EIR. 
  

I believe the level of risk to human health and safety associated with this unproven 
technology (floating docking station) is not acceptable. Oxnard should not be the “guinea pig” 
for this project. Last year we saw an oil and gas platform owned by BHP Billiton ripped from 
its moorings in the Gulf by Hurricane Rita because it was not designed for a Level 5 
hurricane. I do not believe we have adequate assurances in the EIR that the design of this 
project is safe.  
The beach and coastal areas impacted by this project have many endangered species. 
Biological impacts from tankers and tugboats will be severe. Air pollution impacts are 
significant and it appears that mitigation can not be made to meet satisfactory levels.  
The EIS/EIR should analyze what the benefits of spending the same investment on demand 
management and renewable energy sources would be for California and the nation. We 
should not increase our reliance on foreign sources of energy. A full public review of the 
need for future natural gas supplies from foreign sources and alternatives needs to be 
undertaken.  
Geographic alternatives which have a lower overall environmental impact, in less populated 
areas of California need to be considered. All suitable locations, including Alaska, need to be 
assessed. Locations which seem to be selected based primarily on lowering pipeline costs 
are based on the wrong priorities.  
Security and emergency preparedness resources in the county are already strained and 
budgets are being cut. The Alaska Airlines disaster illustrated many of these issues. Last 
year a false tsunami warning demonstrated that coastal areas of California including Oxnard 
are not prepared for coastal emergencies/disasters. The security and preparedness 
measures that would be required for this project (for incidents caused by human error, 
earthquake or terrorist attack) would cost a huge sum. If this project goes ahead, these costs 
should be factored into the cost benefit analysis and a fund to fully cover the expense should 
be set aside by the developers of this project for the benefit of Oxnard and the County. I don’t 
believe the claims I have heard that “this project will not cost taxpayers a penny”.  
Locating large gas pipelines through residential areas in a seismic hazard zone is too risky 
and in fact irresponsible. Oxnard is an area of liquefaction. Refer to Seismic Hazard Zone 
Report for the Oxnard 7.5 Minute Quadrangle, Ventura County, CA, 2002, Department of 
Conservation, CA Geological Survey  
The 1977 Oxnard City Council LNG EIR study showed up to 70,000 casualties from an LNG 
accident offshore, without even considering sabotage or terrorist attacks in risk assessments. 
What has changed to make this proposal acceptable? The diameter of the hazard zone has 
been increased from the initial EIR to the revised draft. How do we know that this 
assessment of the size of hazard zone is not still underestimated?    
In assessing the economic cost benefits of the project at national, state and local levels, 
consideration of restitution to local property owners is required for any significant negative 
impact on property values. These are the only assets many residents have for financing their 
retirement. An assessment of impact on home insurance rates, which are already the highest 
in the country, should be included. There is much talk of the project helping to hold down 
future gas price increases. Oxnard will bear the costs of this project but there is no 
assurance that our gas prices will be held down?  
We came to Oxnard Shores to retire a few years ago because of its beauty and coastal way 
of life. We do not want to relocate. Our quality of life will be diminished, pollution will increase 
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P014-1
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

P014-2
The Typhoon Platform, a tension leg production platform in the Gulf
of Mexico jointly owned by Chevron and BHPB, was severed from
its mooring and severely damaged during Hurricane Rita. The
Typhoon Platform was designed for a different purpose using
different design criteria.

The Cabrillo Port must be designed in accordance with applicable
standards, and the USCG has final approval. Section 2.1 contains
information on design criteria and specifications, final design
requirements, and regulations governing the construction of the
FSRU. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal and State
agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port Act
specifies performance levels that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. If the FSRU were to
become unmoored, the patrolling tugboats could be used to hold it
in place. Section 4.3.1.4 addresses this topic.

The regulation implementing the Deepwater Port Act (33 CFR
149.625 [a]) states, "Each component, except for those specifically
addressed elsewhere in this subpart (for example, single point
moorings, hoses, and aids to navigation buoys), must be designed
to withstand at least the combined wind, wave, and current forces
of the most severe storm that can be expected to occur at the
deepwater port in any 100-year period." By definition, a 100-year
wave event is expected to occur once every 100 years on average
over the course of many hundreds of years. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors



and regulations.

P014-3
Section 4.7.4 discusses potential impacts on marine sensitive
species. Section 4.8.4 discusses potential impacts on coastal
sensitive species.

Project impacts on coastal ecosystems would be limited to the
pipeline corridor during construction and operation (see Section
2.1). The shore crossing required for the proposed Project would be
installed beneath Ormond Beach. With the proposed mitigation, the
potential impacts of construction, operation, or an accident on
terrestrial biological resources would be reduced to a level that is
below the significance criteria.

P014-4
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P014-5
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 specifically
address conservation and renewable energy sources, within the
context of the California Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated
Energy Report and other State and Federal energy reports, as
alternatives to replace additional supplies of natural gas.

Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.

Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. A lead agencys lack of jurisdiction over a
potential alternative is one factor that it may consider in determining
if a potential alternative is feasible, reasonable, and merits detailed
study in an EIS/EIR. Whether a potential alternative is purely
hypothetical or speculative, or whether the potential alternative can
be accomplished in a successful manner in a reasonable period of
time are additional factors the lead agency may consider in
assessing the feasibility and reasonability of the potential
alternative.

From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency must analyze "a
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range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to any and all
possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze an
alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that is
outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

To provide for an effective "hard look" at the alternatives the
agency must limit the range to those alternatives that will best serve
the environmental review process, and not needlessly examine and
discuss in depth remote or speculative alternatives that that
discussion does not facilitate a better decision making process. As
stated in 40 CFR 1502.14(a), the EIS should "rigorously explore
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated."

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states, in part,
"[t]he Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." The California Supreme
Court in the Citizens of Goleta Valley case recognized that while an
agency's jurisdiction was only one factor to consider, "[t]he law
does not require in-depth review of alternatives that cannot be
realistically considered and successfully accomplished." In addition,
the discussion in section 15364 in the State CEQA Guidelines
states that "[t]he lack of legal powers of an agency to use in
imposing an alternative or mitigation measure may be as great a
limitation as any economic, environmental, social, or technological
factor."

Chapter 3 discusses energy conservation, efficiency, and
renewable sources of energy, and explains why these potential
alternatives were not studied in detail in the EIS/EIR. The range of
alternatives studied in detail is reasonable and conforms to NEPA
and the CEQA requirements.

P014-6
Sections 1.2, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 4.10, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the range of alternatives evaluated. Under NEPA
and the CEQA, a reasonable range of alternatives must be
considered. From a NEPA perspective, while a Federal agency
must analyze "a range of reasonable alternatives" (as opposed to
any and all possible alternatives), and may be required to analyze
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an alternative that is outside the capability of an applicant and that
is outside the jurisdiction of the agency, the threshold question in
determining whether to analyze any alternative is whether that
alternative would be a "reasonable" alternative. Reasonable
alternatives include those that are practical and feasible from the
technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ
40 Questions; #2a).

The information must be sufficient to enable reviewers and
decision-makers to evaluate and compare alternatives. The State
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(a) provides, in part, "An EIR
shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or
to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider
every conceivable alternative to a project."

The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100
locations. Section 3.3.7 contains information on other locations that
were considered.

P014-7
Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies. Section 4.16.1.2 describes
emergency planning and response capabilities in the Project area.

P014-8
Section 4.13.1 discusses the proximity of the proposed pipeline
routes to residences and schools. Section 4.2.8 contains
information on safety requirements for pipelines. The proposed
pipelines would meet standards that are more stringent than those
of existing pipelines because they would meet the minimum design
criteria for a U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Class 3
location. Also, MM PS-4c includes the installation of additional
mainline valves equipped with either remote valve controls or
automatic line break controls. SoCalGas operates high-pressure
natural gas pipelines throughout Southern California.

Section 4.11.1.5 and Impact GEO-5 in Section 4.11.4 contain
information on the potential for damage to pipelines and other
facilities and mitigation measures to address potential impacts that
could occur due to mass movement of soil, including landslides,
mudflow, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.
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P014-9
Section 4.2.3, the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1),
and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratories'
review of the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C2) contain
information on the 1977 Oxnard study. Table 4.2-2 and Sections
4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on the threat of terrorist
attacks.

P014-10
Before licensing any deepwater port, the MARAD Administrator is
required under the Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) to evaluate the
economics of each project and is also required to make a
determination that a licensee is financially responsible for all
actions related to the construction, operation, and removal of the
deepwater port. This assessment includes a determination that
sufficient resources are available to respond and compensate any
party who may be affected or damaged by the deepwater port. The
detailed risk assessment completed by the USCG and MARAD for
the proposed Cabrillo Port Project shows that, as the location is
12.01 NM (13.83 miles or 22.25 km)from the coast, no potential
affect or damage will occur, even from a catastrophic release, to
onshore properties or persons. Therefore, additional assessment of
impacts on potential property values is not warranted.

Regarding homeowners' insurance costs, since the detailed risk
assessment does not show potential onshore impacts, there would
be no justification for increased property insurance rates. In
addition, the DWPA allows the Governor of California to withhold
his required approval if the Project is inconsistent with
environmental or land use concerns or the Coastal Zone
Management Act and to recommend conditions that would make
the Project consistent with those State requirements. With these
safeguards in place, it is unlikely that any danger to the onshore
residents or their homes would occur; therefore, no additional
investigation of this issue is required.

Section 4.16 contains information on the economic effects of the
proposed Project, including property values and insurance. Section
4.2.5 contains information on financial responsibilities in the event
of an accident. Pricing of natural gas is not considered as an
environmental issue in this document but is addressed via rate
cases before the California Public Utilities Commission.

Both NEPA and CEQA require a comprehensive and objective
review of the potential environmental impacts that may occur as a
consequence of a proposed project. The economic cost benefit of a
project is not an environmental issue under CEQA.
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The EIS/EIR contains substantial mitigation to avoid or reduce
potential significant impacts to a level below significance criteria.

The EIS/EIR identifies and assigns significance to all levels of
impacts as required by NEPA. The EIS/EIR also identifies
unavoidable significant (Class I) impacts. The Administrator of
MARAD under the authority of the Deepwater Port Act, the
California State Lands Commission, and the Governor of California
have to balance the benefits of the Project against its unavoidable
environmental risks. In accordance with section 15093 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, the CSLC would have to make a Statement of
Overriding Considerations addressing Class I impacts prior to
approval of the proposed pipeline lease application.

P014-11
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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and we will have little peace of mind if this project goes forward.  
  
Thank you for the opportunity to raise my concerns. 
  
Nancy Symons 
5222 Sandpiper Way 
Oxnard, CA 93035 
Email nsymons@adelphia.net 
805-985-1177 
  

P014-11
Continued
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